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My bill would create three telehealth
pilot projects, expand access to stroke
telehealth services, and improve access
to ‘‘store-and-forward’ telehealth serv-
ices in Indian Health Service, IHS, and
Federally Qualified Health Centers,
FQHCs. I'd like to tell you a bit about
each today.

First, the creation of three tele-
health pilot projects. These projects
would analyze tie clinical heath out-
comes and cost-effectiveness of tele-
health systems in medically under-
served and tribal areas. The first pilot
project focuses on using telehealth for
behavioral health interventions, such
as post traumatic stress disorder. A
second pilot project focuses on increas-
ing the capacity of health care workers
to provide health services in rural
areas, using knowledge networks like
New Mexico’s Project ECHO. And last-
ly, I am proposing a pilot project for
stroke rehabilitation using telehealth
technology.

Second, we will expand access to
telehealth services for strokes, a lead-
ing cause of death and long-term dis-
ability. Travel time to hospitals and
shortages of neurologists—especially in
rural areas—are among the barriers to
stroke treatment. However, Primary
Stroke Centers are not accessible for
much of the population. For example,
there is only one certified Primary
Stroke Center in my State, at the Uni-
versity of New Mexico Hospital. This
bill would connect many more resi-
dents with needed services. In New
Mexico alone, there are almost 173,000
Medicare beneficiaries who would gain
access to telestroke services.

Third, we will improve access to
store-and-forward telehealth services.
These services allow rural health fa-
cilities to hold and share transmission
of medical training, diagnostic infor-
mation and other data, which is impor-
tant for remote areas. This bill also
would allow IHS facilities to be reim-
bursed as users of telehealth services.
Finally, it would establish regulations
for credentialing and privileging tele-
health providers at rural sites, saving
important resources and time as they
accept telehealth services from an area
of specialty.

I am pleased to note that my bill is
supported by the University of New
Mexico Center for Telehealth and
Cybermedicine Research, the American
Telemedicine Association, and the
Telehealth Leadership Initiative. In
addition, it is supported by the New
Mexico Stroke Advisory Committee,
the American Heart Association/Amer-
ican Stroke Association, the American
Academy of Neurology, the American
Physical Therapy Association, the
American Occupational Therapy Asso-
ciation, and the American Speech-Lan-
guage-Hearing Association. I want to
thank each of these groups for their
support and encouragement.

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr.
WEBB, Mrs. LINCOLN, and Ms.
LANDRIEU):
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S. 2743. A bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to provide for the
award of a military service medal to
members of the Armed Forces who
served honorably during the Cold War,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise
today with my colleagues Senator
WEBB, Senator LINCOLN, and Senator
LANDRIEU to introduce the Cold War
Medal Act of 2009. This legislation
would provide the authority for the
secretaries of the military departments
to award Cold War Service Medals to
the courageous American patriots who
for nearly half-a-century defended the
Nation, and indeed, freedom-loving
peoples throughout the world, against
the advance of communist ideology.

From the end of World War II to dis-
solution of the Soviet Union in 1991,
the Cold War veterans were in the van-
guard of this Nation’s defenses. They
manned the missile silos, ships, and
aircraft, on ready alert status or on far
off patrols, or demonstrated their re-
solve in hundreds of exercises and oper-
ations worldwide. The commitment,
motivation, and fortitude of the Cold
War Veterans was second to none.

Astonishingly, no medal exists to
recognize the dedication of our patriots
who so nobly stood watch in the cause
of promoting world peace. Although
there have been instances where med-
als or ribbons, such as the Armed
Forces Expeditionary Medal, Korean
Defense Service Medal, and Vietnam
Service Medal, have been issued, the
vast majority of Cold War Veterans did
not receive any medal to pay tribute to
their dedication and patriotism during
this extraordinary period in American
history. It is only fitting that these
brave servicemembers who served hon-
orably during this era receive the rec-
ognition for their efforts in the form of
the Cold War Service Medal.

Specifically, the Cold War Service
Medal Act of 2009 would allow the De-
fense Department to issue a Cold War
Service Medal to any honorably dis-
charged veteran who served on active
duty for not less than two years or was
deployed for thirty days or more dur-
ing the period from September 2, 1945,
to December 26, 1991. In the case of
those veterans who are now deceased,
the medal could be issued to their fam-
ily or representative, as determined by
the Defense Department. The bill
would also express the sense of Con-
gress that the secretary of Defense
should expedite the design of the medal
and expedite the establishment and im-
plementation mechanisms to facilitate
the issuance of the Cold War Service
Medal.

The award of the Cold War Service
Medal is supported by the American
Cold War Veterans, the American Le-
gion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
and many other veterans’ services or-
ganizations.

With November 9, 2009, the 20th anni-
versary of the fall of the Berlin Wall
which marked the beginning of the end
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of the Cold War, quickly approaching,
Senator WEBB, Senator LINCOLN, Sen-
ator LANDRIEU, and I invite our col-
leagues to cosponsor this significant
legislation to honor our Cold War Vet-
erans.

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 338—DESIG-
NATING NOVEMBER 14, 2009, AS
“NATIONAL READING EDU-
CATION ASSISTANCE DOGS DAY”

Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. COCHRAN,
and Mr. RISCH) submitted the following
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

S. RES. 338

Whereas reading provides children with an
essential foundation for all future learning;

Whereas the Reading Education Assistance
Dogs (R.E.A.D.) program was founded in No-
vember of 1999 to improve the literacy skills
of children through the mentoring assistance
of trained, registered, and insured pet part-
ner reading volunteer teams;

Whereas children who participate in the
R.E.A.D. program make significant improve-
ments in fluency, comprehension, con-
fidence, and many additional academic and
social dimensions;

Whereas the R.E.A.D. program now has an
active presence in 49 States, 3 provinces in
Canada, Europe, Asia, and beyond with more
than 2,400 trained and registered volunteer
teams participating and influencing thou-
sands of children in classrooms and libraries
across the Nation;

Whereas the program has received awards
and recognition from distinguished entities
including the International Reading Associa-
tion, the Delta Society, the Latham Founda-
tion, the American Library Association, and
PBS Television; and

Whereas the program has garnered enthu-
siastic coverage from national media, includ-
ing major television networks NBC, CBS,
and ABC, as well as international television
and print coverage: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate, in honor of the
10th anniversary of the R.E.A.D. program,
designates November 14, 2009, as ‘‘National
Reading Education Assistance Dogs Day’’.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to submit a resolution regarding
the 10th Anniversary of the Reading
Education Assistance Dogs, R.E.A.D.,
program by designating November 14,
2009, as ‘‘National Reading Assistance
Dogs Day.” This is a nationwide pro-
gram promoted by a number of organi-
zations throughout the U.S. and even
throughout countries around the world
as an innovative, successful approach
aimed at assisting some of our nation’s
most vulnerable citizens, our children,
learn how to read.

The R.E.A.D. program was the first
literacy program in the country to use
therapy animals as reading companions
for children. This unique method pro-
vides children an opportunity to im-
prove their reading skills in a com-
fortable environment by reading aloud
to dogs. After 10 years of results, the
program has proven to be incredibly
successful in helping children who are
struggling with this most-crucial and
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basic of skills. Simply put, this is a
program that fills a vital place in the
spectrum of a child’s literary education
and with over 2,400 voluntary therapy
teams around the world, it would be an
understatement to say this program
has not touched and improved thou-
sands of young lives.

Over the span of the previous 10
years, this is an achievement that is
virtually impossible to measure, yet
today, as small token of my own per-
sonal appreciation, I submit a resolu-
tion that would designate Saturday,
November 14, 2009, as National Reading
Education Assistance Dogs Day. Once
agreed to, this resolution will recog-
nize the thousands of lives that have
been touched as a direct result of this
initiative. I am grateful to be the spon-
sor of a resolution recognizing such an
accomplishment and am joined by Sen-
ators BINGAMAN, MCCASKILL, COCHRAN,
and RISCH in this effort. I commend
Intermountain Therapy Animals, a
nonprofit organization based in Utah,
for first launching this program just
ten short years ago. Therefore, in addi-
tion to the numerous news stories, tel-
evision programs, and awards high-
lighting the value and benefit of this
program, I urge my Senate colleagues
and every American to join me in rec-
ognizing 10 successful years of the
R.E.A.D. program with hopes of many
more years of success to come.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 339—TO EX-
PRESS THE SENSE OF THE SEN-
ATE IN SUPPORT OF PERMIT-
TING THE TELEVISING OF SU-
PREME COURT PROCEEDINGS

Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr.
KAUFMAN, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. FEINGOLD,
Mr. DURBIN, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. SCHUMER) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary:

S. RES. 339

Resolved,

SECTION 1. SENSE OF THE SENATE.

It is the sense of the Senate that the Su-
preme Court should permit live television
coverage of all open sessions of the Court un-
less the Court decides, by a vote of the ma-
jority of justices, that allowing such cov-
erage in a particular case would constitute a
violation of the due process rights of 1 or
more of the parties before the Court.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to introduce a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution urging
the Supreme Court to permit live tele-
vision coverage of its open proceedings.
This is different from previous legisla-
tion which I have introduced which
would require the Court to permit live
television coverage.

I offer this resolution on behalf of
Senator CORNYN, Senator KAUFMAN,
Senator FEINGOLD, Senator DURBIN,
Senator KLOBUCHAR, Senator
WHITEHOUSE, and Senator SCHUMER.

The previous bills, which would have
required the Supreme Court to open its
proceedings to live television coverage,
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were voted out of the Judiciary Com-
mittee in the 109th Congress by a vote
of 12 to 6 and the 110th Congress by a
vote of 11 to 8.

The basis for the legislative action is
on the recognized authority of Con-
gress to establish administrative mat-
ters for the Court. For example, the
Congress determines how many dJus-
tices there will be—nine; the Congress
determines how many Justices are re-
quired for a quorum—six; the Congress
determines that the Court will begin
its operation on the first day of Octo-
ber; the Congress has set time limits.

The shift in the resolution for urging
the Court is to take a milder approach
to avoid a confrontation and to avoid a
possible constitutional clash on the
separation of powers.

There is no doubt that the Court
would have the last word if the Con-
gress required live television coverage.
And, as I say, there are analogous ad-
ministrative matters which the Con-
gress does control. But as a first step,
today the resolution urges the Court to
open its proceedings for live television
coverage.

The thrust of this resolution is that
the Court should be televised, just as
the Senate is televised, just as the
House is televised, to familiarize the
American people with what the Court
does. The average person knows very
little about what the Court does.

The Supreme Court itself has held
that newspapers have a right to be in a
courtroom. In an electronic age, tele-
vision and radio ought to have the
same standing.

The importance of the Court is seen
in the scope of the cases which they de-
cide and the kinds of cases which they
do not decide. For example, the Court
makes a determination on life, a wom-
an’s right to choose, makes a deter-
mination on the application of the
death penalty, a determination on civil
rights, on Guantanamo, on wireless
wiretapping, on congressional author-
ity, on Executive authority.

The Court is the final word since
1803, in the case of Marbury v. Madison,
when the Court decided the Court
would be the final word. That was the
statement of Chief Justice Marshall,
and it has stood for the life of our
country. I believe it is a sound judg-
ment for the Supreme Court to have
the final word. But if the Framers were
to rewrite the Constitution, I think the
Court would now be article I instead of
the Congress being article I, and the
executive branch—the President—being
article II.

It is also important to note what the
Court does not decide. The Court de-
clined to hear the terrorist surveil-
lance program. That warrantless wire-
tap program was found unconstitu-
tional by the Federal court in Detroit.
It was reversed by the Sixth Circuit
Court of Appeals on standing ground,
with a very vigorous and better rea-
soned dissent. Standing is a very flexi-
ble doctrine and usually made when
the Court simply doesn’t want to take
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up the issue. But the terrorist surveil-
lance program presented the sharpest
conflict—perhaps the sharpest conflict
between congressional authority, under
article I, with the Foreign Intelligence
Surveillance Act establishing the ex-
clusive way to conduct wiretaps and
the President’s article II powers as
Commander in Chief to conduct
warrantless wiretaps.

The Supreme Court denied hearing
the case of the survivors of victims of
9/11 against Saudi Arabia, even though
congressional mandate is clear that
sovereign immunity does not apply to
foreign government officials.

Just in the past few years, the Su-
preme Court has decided cases of enor-
mous importance. A few illustrate the
proposition: The Court did decide cut-
ting-edge issues on whether local
school districts may fulfill the promise
of Brown v. Board of Education by tak-
ing voluntary remedial steps to main-
tain integrated schools; whether public
universities may consider race when
evaluating applicants for admission in
order to ensure diversity within their
student bodies; whether citizens have a
constitutional right to own guns;
whether States may exercise the power
of eminent domain to take a personal
residence in order to make room for
commercial development.

The Court has also declined to hear
cases involving splits—that is, dif-
ferences of judgment—between dif-
ferent courts of appeals. It is not an ef-
fective administration of the judicial
system if the case may be decided dif-
ferently depending on whether a person
litigates in the First Circuit or in the
Eleventh Circuit and then the district
courts, where the circuit has not ruled,
speculate as to what the court of ap-
peals would have decided.

We had a confirmation hearing yes-
terday with Judge Vanaskie of the
Middle District of Pennsylvania. I
asked him if he had seen situations
where there were circuit splits, but
your circuit hasn’t decided, and how do
you handle that case. Judge Vanaskie
pointed out that was very problematic.
There are major matters where the Su-
preme Court has left these circuit
splits standing. For example, whether
jurors may consult the Bible during
their deliberations in a criminal case,
whether a civil lawsuit must be dis-
missed predicated on state secret,
whether the spouse of a U.S. citizen re-
mains eligible for an immigration visa
after the citizen dies, whether an em-
ployee who alleges that he or she was
unlawfully discriminated against for
claiming benefits or exercising other
rights under an employer-sponsored
health care or pension plan, or when
does a collective bargaining agreement
confer on retirees the right to lifetime
health care benefits? may a Federal
court toll the statute of limitations in
a suit brought under the Federal Tort
Claims Act?

These are illustrative of very impor-
tant decisions which the Supreme
Court does not decide. Congress can’t
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